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1. Claims 51-90 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as being 
indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which 
applicant regards as the invention. On line 9 of claim 51 , "the relevant first part" lacks 
antecedent basis within the claims. In addition, it is unclear as to whether "relevant" first 
part is meant to encompass the same portion as "at least one first part". It appears that 
claim 51 would "read" better if "of on line 7 was replaced by "for. 

Claim 52: "the relevant at least one front part" lacks antecedent basis within the 

claims. 

Claims 53 and 54: constituents of a Markush listing should be connected by 
"and", not "and/or" or "or". In addition, the claim is written in such vague terminology 
that it is unclear as to what is actually occurring with regard to the softener, softener 
retaining components or "softener of such nature". 

Claims 55-58: in Markush groups, "and/or" should be replaced by "and". 

Claim 60: "said first zone" on line 5 lacks antecedent basis within the claims. 

Claim 67: the metes and bounds of this claim are uncertain as it is unclear as to 
what properties a component must have in order to be considered "active" with the first 
mass. Also, it appears that "to" should follow "wherein" on line 2. 

Claim 69: "said reactive component" on line 4 lacks antecedent basis within the 
claims. In addition, "at" (first occurrence) on line 2 appears to be superfluous. 

Claims 74-76: members of Markush groups are connected by "or" instead of 

"and". 



Application/Control Number: 10/809,002 Page 3 

Art Unit: 1732 

Claim 77: "said other constituents" lacks antewcedent basis within the claims. 

Claim 78: "wherein the first, respectively second coating" is confusing, and "said 
constituents" lacks antecedent basis within the claims. 

Claim 79: this claim is confusing because it requires the presence of a recess, 
and then a particular type of recess (a groove). 

Claim 83: "or" is used instead of "and" in the Markush group. 

2The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

3. Claims 51-66 and 79-90 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Shimizu et al. (5,753,174) in view of Wittwer et al. (4,673,438) as set 
forth in the previous Office action. 

4. Claim 67 would be allowable if rewritten or amended to overcome the 
rejection(s) under 35 U.S.C. 112, 2nd paragraph, set forth in this Office action. 

5. Applicant's arguments filed July 30, 2007 have been fully considered but they 
are not persuasive. Applicant argues that each of the parts obtained (by the practice of 
the instantly claimed method) are adjacent to each other and that each forms at least 
part of an outer surface of a product due to the method employed and the molds used. 
But this argument appears not to be fully commensurate with the claims, particularly 
independent claim 51 . 
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Applicant notes that attention has been directed to one single embodiment of 
Shimizu et al. and argues that the reference clearly does not disclose using masses 
comprising natural polymers for both masses. The examiner can accept Applicants 
position that they are in fact doing something which differs from the process of Shimizu 
et al., but the breadth and vagueness of Applicant's claims are such that they are still 
readable on the prior art relied upon. Even though the chitosan used by Shimizu et al. 
may not be used in the manner contemplated by Applicant, it still represents a second 
mass of a natural polymer in an embodiment which requires the use of a natural 
polymer, as disclosed at column 9, lines 48-52. 

Applicant argues that Shimizu et al. do not disclose heating the first and second 
mass in the mold. But certainly the masses of Shimizu et al. exist within the mold in a 
heated condition, and it is certainly well known to provide heat directly to a mold in order 
to bring a mass or masses to an appropriate temperature. 

Applicant argues that in Shimizu et al., there is no diclosure of the simultaneous 
introduction of the first and second mass into the mold, but it is unclear as to which 
claim(s) this argument is commensurate. 

Applicant admits that cross linking of natural polymers is a well known concept in 
processing natural polymers, but further argue that the examiner is in error in combining 
the cited references since only the core material in the specific embodiment disclosed 
by Shimizu et al. would be subject to cross linking. But the instant claims appear not to 
distinguish between a core material (and a non-core material), only requiring that the 
natural polymers present be subject to cross linking. 
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Applicant's arguments with regard to the forming of a hinge (claim 79) are not fully 
understood by the examiner because the claim (79) deals with a recess (e.g., a groove) 
and the arguments address matters such as affecting properties of the hinge by coating, 
or omitting the use of a coating. 

6.Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Allan Kuhns whose telephone number is (571 ) 272- 
1202. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday to Thursday from 7:00 to 
5:30. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Christina Johnson, can be reached on (571) 272-1 176. The fax phone 
number for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571- 
273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 

ALLAN R. KUHNS 
PRIMARY EXAMINER A 0 119 1 



